The sense of social solidarity formed at Union level is manifested, broadly speaking, in the very interchangeability of national solidaristic communities in the Union that allows Union citizens to be affiliated with the one of their residence. Initially widely defined in light of Union citizenship, the prospect of such interchangeability has been narrowed down in a trilogy of the Court's recent rulings. With the primacy afforded to the black-letter provisions of Union secondary law without the need for further proportionality assessment, the interchangeability of national solidaristic communities seems to be confined to the extent of an economic contribution in a host Member State. The actual parameters of this factor as a criterion setting the threshold of membership in a national solidaristic community are, in turn, being defined by Member States themselves, often resorting to the narrow and exclusionary interpretation of Union citizens' rights. The welfare reforms introduced in the UK in the period leading up to the EU referendum vote, for instance, have re-shaped the extent of Union workers' and jobseekers' rights by re-balancing them around the factor of economic contribution and specifically targeting those who are not deemed to actually contribute in the UK. As a result, fixing the threshold of membership in a national solidaristic community in this manner, both at Union and national levels, has created much uncertainty about the fate of Union citizenship and Union citizens' rights derived from the Treaty.
INTRODUCTION
This article aims to explore the sense of social solidarity at Union level and its transformation in the post-crisis austerity-driven economic environment and, more importantly, as a result of the developments brought by the EU referendum vote in the UK. With the Union's lack of tax and welfare policies, the sense of social solidarity formed at Union level is effectively realised by means of national solidaristic communities in the Union. It is, in fact, manifested in the very interchangeability of such communities, whereby Union citizens enjoy the freedom to affiliate with the community of their residence. Nevertheless, the actual extent of such interchangeability has been at the forefront of various political and scholarly debates, given that full-fledged interchangeability runs the risk of undermining the delicate subsidisation process that lays the foundation of national solidaristic communities.
Preliminarily reserved for Union workers due to their status as bone-fide economic contributors, the idea of interchangeability of national solidaristic communities saw a change with the introduction of Union citizenship. This was regarded as a departure from the economic paradigm underpinning the threshold of membership in a national solidaristic community. 1 Nevertheless, recent developments suggest a growing re-consolidation of the factor of economic contribution as a criterion for determining the entitlement to welfare support in a host Member State. Pursuant to the Court's restrictive interpretation in a trilogy of recent rulings concerning Union citizens who were not actually engaged in employment, 2 the interchangeability of national solidaristic communities has been confined by the extent of an economic contribution in a host Member State. In particular, the inclusion within the circle of beneficiaries of the subsidisation process at national level seems to have become contingent on being 'earned' within the circle of contributors of this process. This also finds support in the compromise reached in February 2016 on the resettlement of the UK's EU membership.
Despite now being legally obsolete, it not only established the 'emergency brake' concept, but also demonstrated the European Council's willingness and the Commission's endorsement to restrict Union citizens' welfare rights before they make a substantial economic contribution in a host Member State.
While the shift at Union level places an emphasis on the extent of economic contribution, the actual parameters of this criterion are being defined by Member States themselves, often resorting to the narrow and exclusionary interpretation of Union workers' and job-seekers'
rights. This is evident, for instance, in the breadth of the welfare reforms introduced in the UK in the period leading up to the EU referendum vote. Given that they will most certainly remain in force until the UK eventually leaves the Union, and the likelihood of other Member States embarking on similar reforms, they are explored here. The main question addressed is whether such a national initiative complies with Union law, according to which Union citizens have a fundamental right to seek and engage in work anywhere in the Union on the basis of equality and non-discrimination on the grounds of nationality. It is argued that, while some of the changes introduced by the UK government are in line with Union law, it is difficult to formulate this conclusion in general terms. There are aspects of the reforms that either contradict Union law or whose compliance with it requires further judicial clarification. More conceptually, the reforms can be seen as a national initiative intended to delimit the extent of Union workers'
and job-seekers' rights by re-balancing them around the factor of actual economic contribution as a criterion for setting the threshold of membership in a national solidaristic community.
The analysis in this article starts in Section 2 and briefly outlines the contours of the national and Union models of social solidarity. Section 3 then examines the implications of the trilogy of the Court's recent rulings that reshape the paradigm of social solidarity formed at Union level. It is argued that these rulings re-consolidate the factor of economic contribution as a criterion determining the entitlement to welfare support in a host Member State. Section 4 explores the UK's welfare reforms, which are considered as an example of a Member State's unilateral practice of redefining the parameters of the factor of economic contribution. 3 This section is divided into two parts. Part One concerns the status of a worker and the temporal limitations imposed on its retention. Part Two, in turn, focuses on the category of job-seekers by examining the amendments made to the eligibility criteria for Job-seeker's Allowance and other types of welfare benefits. This article concludes in Section 5 by arguing that the changing paradigm underpinning the sense of social solidarity at Union level, although a welcome change for Member States, raises uncertainty over the fate of Union citizenship and the rights associated with it and other Treaty provisions.
NATIONAL AND UNION MODELS OF SOCIAL SOLIDARITY AT THE

CROSS-ROADS
The idea of social solidarity is a key principle laying the foundation of a welfare state system -a form of a community whose members collectively choose to meet certain social objectives 3 For other Member States, see, e.g., Blauberger and Schmidt (2014: 1) .
that cannot be achieved within a private market setting. 4 This, in general, includes the assurance for all community members of a 'level of decent existence' 5 in a range of eventualities involving but not limited to disability, unemployment, dismissal or retirement. 6 The primary catalyst here is 'the act of involuntary subsidisation', 7 whereby the wealth obtained by some community members is directed to meet the needs of others through the medium of public institutions. 8 The effective realisation of such redistribution of wealth rests on two strands. First is 'the existence of a common identity, forged through shared social and cultural experiences, and institutional and political bonds '. 9 This factor draws the line between those who are considered as 'outsiders' and those who are considered as 'insiders' in the operation of a solidaristic community. 10 Second, the effective redistribution of wealth requires the realistic management of community resources through balancing the revenues generated and those spent in social support.
11
A solidaristic community reflecting both aspects primarily exists at national level. The specific bond that engages someone in the process of subsidisation is expressed through a shared nationality. A state's welfare system is therefore traditionally directed towards maintaining the well-being of its own nationals, 12 which is reflected in its tax and welfare policies. In contrast, a substantially different form of social solidarity has been formed at Union level. Unlike
Member States, the Union lacks the ability to formulate its own tax and welfare policies and, hence lacks the necessary direct redistributive competence in the area of social security. As a result, the sense of social solidarity manifested at Union level is effectively realised by means of national welfare systems. In particular, it is expressed in the mechanism that aims to ensure the co-existence and coordinate the overlap of separate national solidaristic communities with interchangeable memberships. In a narrow sense, this is expressed in the system established 
TRANSFORMATION AT UNION LEVEL
The process of integration of Union citizens into the circle of participants in the subsidisation process at national level first started with the broad interpretation of Union workers rights.
17
The Court has favoured the extensive definition of the right to equal treatment as regards 'social advantages' enshrined in Regulation 492/2011. 18 This was effectively prompted by the position of Union workers: their lawful engagement in an economic activity and, more importantly, their role as bona-fide contributors. 19 As the Court emphasised, through taxes paid in a host Member State, Union workers contribute to the financing of its social policies and should benefit from them on the same terms as national workers.
20
The introduction of Union citizenship led to the granting of certain welfare rights to those who were not engaged in an economic activity as such. This was primarily derived from their status of Union citizens, which was proclaimed by the Court to be 'fundamental (…), enabling those who find themselves in the same situation to enjoy the same treatment in law irrespective of their nationality '. 21 This has resulted in the broad interpretative framework adopted by the 14 Dougan and Spaventa, note 9 above.
15 Verschueren (2015: 365) .
16 Dougan and Spaventa (2013: 191 Nevertheless, not only has the Court reaffirmed this approach, it has even extended it beyond the category of economically inactive Union citizens. 41 In Alimanovic, the Court limited the need for the proportionality assessment when giving effect to the temporal limitation imposed on the retention of the status of a worker by those who had been employed for less than a year.
According to the Court, there is no need for the individual-centred assessment, as 'a period of six months after the cessation of employment during which the right to social assistance is retained, is consequently such as to guarantee a significant level of legal certainty and transparency in the context of the award of social assistance by way of basic provision, while complying with the principle of proportionality'. 42 In Garcia Nieto, the Court extended this reasoning with regard to the limitation of job-seekers' right to equal treatment under Article 24 (2) The exercise of Treaty rights has thus been made conditional on the strict satisfaction of the limitations and conditions specified under Union secondary law with no need for further assessment of individual circumstances. 45 In one respect, this leads to the synchronisation of Union primary and secondary law. 46 Setting limits on the rights and principles, in the Court own words, 'guarantees a significant level of legal certainty and transparency in the context of the award of social assistance'. 47 The lack of these factors could, in fact, be included among reasons prompting Member States to embark upon welfare reforms. As it is the case in the UK, one of the reasons is undoubtedly to ease the workload placed on national administrations in conducting a case-by-case assessment of individual circumstances by shifting to Union citizens much of the burden of proof for meeting the conditions for welfare support.
48
That said, it is difficult to dispute the fact that the change in the Court's approach has also altered the conceptual paradigm underpinning the welfare entitlements of Union citizens. The factor of economic contribution has turned into a 'dominant axis' around which the equal treatment to welfare support in a host Member State is construed. 49 In particular, the sense of social solidarity is being confined not just to those who can prove their market credentials, 50 but to those who are actually and actively engaged in employment. The mere prospect of being in such a position as a first-time or even a second-time job-seeker is not sufficient. As a result, the interchangeability of national solidaristic communities that manifests the sense of social solidarity at Union level appears to acquire a 'contributory' nature. It has been made conditional on the extent of the claimant's economic contribution in a host Member State. Spaventa (2017: 14) .
'earned'. 51 In particular, inclusion within the circle of beneficiaries of the subsidisation process at national level seems now contingent on being within the circle of contributors to this process. 
TRANSFORMATION AT NATIONAL LEVEL
The re-consolidation of the economic paradigm underpinning the sense of social solidarity at Union level is further fuelled by the adoption of stringent national practices as regards the status and corresponding rights of Union workers and job-seekers. 57 In particular, while the Court's methodological shift has placed an emphasis on the extent of an economic contribution as a precondition for Union citizens' welfare entitlements in a host Member State, the actual parameters of this criterion are being defined by Member States themselves, often resorting to very narrow and exclusionary interpretations of Union workers' and job-seekers' rights. This is evident, for instance, in the extent of the welfare reforms introduced in the UK in the period leading up to the EU referendum that primarily targeted those who were not actually engaged in employment.
Category of Union workers
One aspect of the UK welfare reforms concerns the determination of the status of a worker within the meaning of Union law and the time limits imposed on its retention.
Status of a worker
The UK government first introduced the so-called Minimum Earning Threshold (MET) test which is based on a two-tier approach, as a means to determine the status of a worker. The first tier looks at whether a person's earnings had been at least £150 per week during the last three months. 58 This amount is equivalent to working 24 hours a week at the National Minimum Wage level and was set at a point at which employees pay Class 1 National Insurance contributions. 59 Union citizens who satisfied this threshold were automatically regarded as workers for the purpose of Article 45 TFEU. Those whose earnings come below it were then subject to the second tier of the assessment, which involves further examination of the work that was undertaken. 
Retention of the status of a worker
The changes introduced by the UK government did not only concern the determination of the status of a worker, but also amended the conditions for its retention. Accordingly, those who have been duly recorded as involuntarily unemployed and registered as job-seekers after having been employed in the UK for at least a year can retain the status of a worker for a period of six months. 71 This can further be extended by up to two months based on 'compelling evidence that [a Union citizen] is continuing to seek employment and has a genuine chance of being engaged'. 72 The conditions for the retention of the status of a worker are different for those who have been employed in the UK for less than a year. Provided that there is a record of involuntary unemployment and registration as a job-seeker, this category of Union citizens is allowed to retain the status of a worker for a maximum period of six months. After the expiry of this period, they cease to have the right to reside in that capacity. As it appears from the guidance of the Department of Work and Pensions, they can still be granted the right to reside as a job-seeker, though this entails a substantial reduction in their welfare entitlements.
73
In contrast to the MET test, it is questionable whether the new terms introduced as regards the retention of the status of a worker are fully consistent with Union law. The problematic aspect of this legislative change lies in the approach adopted with respect to the category of Union citizens who have been employed in the UK for more than a year. Like those who have been employed for less than a year, their status is also confined to six months. It is true that they can extend it for two further months, but such an arrangement is not in line with the wording of 
Category of Union job-seekers
As regards the category of Union citizens seeking employment, the recent reforms primarily focused on their entitlement to a range of welfare benefits in the UK.
Entitlement to Job-seeker's Allowance
Starting January 2014, the UK government has adopted a number of measures aimed at restricting access to Job-seeker's Allowance by Union citizen seeking employment in the UK.
This includes the introduction of a new condition for the entitlement to this welfare benefit and the time limit set for its receipt.
Three-month residence requirement
The first step taken by the UK government involved the amendment of the so-called Habitual This combined six-month period does not cease automatically, but can be extended for a short period upon displaying 'compelling evidence' that a person is continuing to seek employment and has a genuine chance of being engaged'. 92 Unlike the temporal limitation, such a requirement, however, is at odds with the Court's jurisprudence, as it imposes a stricter condition. In Antonissen, the Court held that Union citizens seeking employment cannot be required to leave a host Member State at the expiry of the reasonable period if they provide 'evidence' of continuing to seek employment and having a genuine chance of being engaged.
This finding, which is also enshrined in Article 14 (4) effect within the new legislation adopted by the UK government. 93 The possibility of extending the status of a job-seeker is not ruled out. Nevertheless, unlike the wording in Antonissen, for such an extension to be granted, it is not sufficient to provide 'evidence' of continuing to seek employment and having a genuine chance of being engaged. Such evidence must actually be 'compelling'. The problematic aspect here lies in the kind of evidence that would be considered as such. As clarified by the Department for Work and Pensions, 94 this includes either 'a genuine job offer' that will start in three months or 'a change of location or recent completion of vocational training' that have led to job interviews. 95 This could be construed to mean that the form of evidence within the meaning of Antonissen would not actually be sufficient for an extension to be granted. The references, for instance, to a genuine job offer or the outcome of job interviews that have already taken place seem to suggest that decision-makers would require not the submitted 'evidence' but the actual 'chances of employment' to be compelling. 96 This, in turn, goes beyond the Antonissen conditions.
Entitlement to other welfare benefits
The reforms brought by the UK government also concern other types of welfare benefits. As with Job-seeker's Allowance, job-seekers' right to claim Child Benefit or Child Tax Credit has been made conditional on the three-month habitual residence requirement. 97 According to the Government, this aims to protect the benefit system by requiring claimants to have a reasonable connection with the UK before becoming eligible. 98 With this legislative change, the eligibility condition for Child Benefit and Child Tax Credit was aligned with that prescribed for Jobseeker's Allowance. More drastic measures, however, have been adopted with respect to the entitlement of Union citizens to Housing Benefit and Universal Credit.
Both are means-tested benefits and are provided to those whose income is below a specified limit. In particular, Housing Benefit aims to assist its recipients to meet the costs of rented Benefit now no longer automatically arises when a person is receiving Job-seeker's Allowance.
In contrast to Housing Benefit, the entitlement to Universal Credit was not, from the outset, extended to encompass job-seekers from other Member States.
4.2.2.1.Extent of job-seekers' right to equal treatment
Whether this aspect of the welfare reforms complies with Union law rests on the actual extent of the right to equal treatment provided to the category of job-seekers under Union law. In particular, the question that needs to be addressed here is whether they are in fact entitled to claim the welfare benefits at issue pursuant to either Union primary or secondary law. Initially, as mentioned earlier, job-seekers were only required to be treated equally as a regards access to employment in a host Member State. 104 In Collins, however, the Court extended this to the welfare benefits that facilitated such access, though conditional upon residence in a host Viewed from the UK's standpoint alone, it is apparent that the welfare reforms introduced by the UK government in the period leading up to the EU referendum vote have re-shaped the extent of Union workers' and job-seekers' rights. In particular, reflecting an amalgamation of factors, including an austerity-driven economic policy, 141 the rise of euro-sceptism in the political scene, 142 and a very conservative welfare philosophy, 143 they have re-balanced Union workers' and job-seekers' rights around the factor of economic contribution and targeted those who are not deemed to be actually contributing in the UK. That said, the likelihood of these welfare reforms being remedied through judicial review seems remote at present considering the developments taking place at Union level, as is evident, for instance, from the perceptible shift in the Court's approach. 
CONCLUSIONS
This article aimed to examine recent developments and their effect on re-shaping the paradigm of social solidarity formed at Union level. This form of social solidarity is effectively manifested in the interchangeability of national solidaristic communities, whereby Union citizens are free to affiliate with the solidaristic community of their residence. Although, at first, broadly defined in light of the nature and significance of Union citizenship, the prospect 138 of such interchangeability has recently been narrowed down in the trilogy of recent rulings. In particular, with the Court confining its reasoning to the black-letter provisions under Union secondary law and limiting, if not abandoning, the need for the proportionate assessment of individual circumstances, the interchangeability of national solidaristic communities is being confined to the extent of an economic contribution in a host Member State.
Along with such a methodological shift, Member States have themselves been re-shaping the actual parameters of the factor of economic contribution as a criterion setting the threshold of membership in a national solidaristic community. Prior to the EU referendum, the UK government introduced several reforms affecting the rights of Union workers and job-seekers.
It is submitted, first, that some aspects of these reforms are not in line with Union law. The changes made, for instance, as regards retaining the status of a worker or job-seeker impose conditions that are stricter than those stipulated under Union law. Second, there are legislative amendments that need further judicial clarification. In particular, this includes the introduction of the minimum three-month habitual residence requirement for the eligibility to Child Benefit and the disqualification of Union citizens seeking employment from the ssentitlement to Housing Benefit and Universal Credit. In this way, the reforms could be seen as primarily targeting the category of those Union citizens who are not deemed to make an actual economic contribution in the UK.
Fixing the threshold of membership in a national solidaristic community around the factor of economic contribution in this manner, both at Union and national levels, has created much uncertainty about the fate of Union citizenship and Union citizens' rights derived from the 
